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PROPOSED PLAN

Ott/Story/Cordova
Superfund Site

Public Comment Period

The U.S. EPA will accept written comments on the
Proposed Plan during a 30-day public comment period

from May 27 through June 25, 1997. Muskegon Michigan

Public Meeting May 1997

The U.S. EPA will hold a public meeting to explain the Introduction
Proposed Plan and the other cleanup alternatives consjd-

ered for the Site. Oral and written comments will be
accepted at the meeting.

This Proposed Plan summarizes the alterna-
tives that have been considered by the United
States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S.
EPA) for cleaningip contaminated soils and
sediment at the Ott/Stor@ordova Superfund
site (the "Site") in Dalton Township,
Muskegon County, Michigan (Figure 1). This
plan represents a proposed change to the
original remedy selected for this portion of
the Site, which is known as Operable Unit
3. The original Site remedy was described
in the Record of Decision (ROD) issued

by the U.S. EPA in September 1993.

Date: Tuesday, June 3, 1997

Time: 7 p.m.

Place: Dalton Township Hall
1616 East Riley Thompson Road
Dalton Township, Michigan

A
Ott/Story/Cordova Site

/

Agard .
Road Based on changes to the State of
Michigan’s cleanup standards and the
long-term effectiveness of the original
remedy, the U.S. EPA has determined that
the technology identified in the ROD
(Low Temperature Thermal Desorption
[LTTD]) would not provide an effective
cleanup remedy for contaminated soils and
sediment.
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1 section 117(a) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) requires publication of a notice and a
Proposed Plan for the Site remediation. The Proposed Plan must also be made available to the public for comment. This fact sheet is a summary of infor-
mation contained in the Proposed Plan for the Ott/Story/Cordova Site. Please consult the ROD Amendment for more detailed information.



The U.S. ER is recommend
ing that contaminated soils be
excavated and disposed of of

S)\gﬁ e

Site in an approved landfill. B
Also, the U.S. ER is recom Boiler Bldg.[ < Equalization
mending that sediments from e
Little Bear Creek be moni Employee D G

Services Bldg] [
tored.

Agard Road
1 1 H HH Admin. Feseeesd

The original ROD, Feasibility Bldg.

Study LTTD Remedial
Design (RD) and other docu

ments are available in the Groundwater
Administrative Record and i
Information Repository and ‘
should be consulted for details Figure 2
on the development and eval Proposed Soil Excavation Areas for Of  f-Site Disposal
uation of the alternatives con
sidered. This information was

used in the evaluation of the

alternatives to address soil  duction area, where the below and downgradient of
and sediment contamination Majority of the contaminated the Site, Site soils, and nearby
at the Site. soils are located, consists of Little Bear Creek and its

approximately 20 acres and isunnamed tributaryIn addi
Public input on the alterna surrounded by wooded land tion, thousands of drums of
tives and the information that @nd a rural residential area. waste material, some of which
supports these alternatives is Little Bear Creek and its contained phosgene gas in
an important contribution to unnamed tributary are locatedoressurized containers, were
the cleanup remedy selection about one-half mile east of thetockpiled on Site.
process. The public is Site. The Site is a former
encouraged to review and organic chemical production Cleanup activities were per
comment on the alternatives facility that operated under a formed between 1977 and
presented in this Proposed series of owners from 1957- 1979 by the Michigan

Plan. 1985. Unlined seepage Department of Environmental
lagoons were used during  Quality (MDEQ, formerly the
: many years of Site operationsMDNR) with the assistance of
for disposal of both industrial the present Site owner

The Ott/Story/Cordova Site wastewaters and residuals Cordova Chemical Company
(the "Site") is located at 500 from chemical production These activities included the
Agard Road in Dalton vessel cleanout. These-dis removal of stockpiled drums
Township, Muskegon County posal practices resulted in  and thousands of cubic yards
Michigan. The former pro contamination of an aquifer of contaminated soils and
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sludge. By this time, a conta been thermally removed fromelevated groundwater levels,
minant plume containing at  soils after excavation.réated potentially re-polluting clean
least 90 aganic chemicals soil and other TTD residue  soils.
had migrated approximately with contamination exceeding
one mile of Site to the south acceptable State of Michigan In July 1995, the U.S. BP
east, contaminating Little standards would be disposed suspended the implementation
Bear Creek, an unnamed trib of off Site in a licensed land of the LTTD cleanup remedy
utary, and several private fill; treated soils meeting The U.S. ER decided to
wells. Residents were sup  Michigan standards would bereview the OTD cleanup
plied with bottled water until used as back-fill in excavatedremedy to reconsider itsfet-
a municipal water system wasareas. tiveness with regard to risk
installed. reduction and cost.
Following the issuance of the

In 1990, the U.S. EPcom- ROD, the U.S. ER entered

pleted a Remedial Investiga- into an agreement with the

tion and Feasibility Study U.S. Army Corps of Shortly after the decision to
which outlined the nature andEngineers (USACE) for suspend LTD activity, addt
extent of the contamination procurement and oversight oftional tests were conducted to
and described the various  the mobile OTD unit. In determine the threats posed by
cleanup alternativeswio February 1994, the USACE the contaminated soils in light

RODs were signed in 1990 tobegan to delineate detailed of the newly revised State of
address groundwater contamilocations, areas, and depths d¥lichigan cleanup standards.
nation at the Site. The first soils to be excavated and Sampling and analysis to con
ROD specified Site ground treated. In April 1995, the  firm the concentrations of
water containment by extrac Pre-Design Report showed contaminants, and their

tion; the second ROD those areas of the Site requir mobility and toxicity were
required restoration of the  ing excavation. performed and compared to
aquifer through additional the new Michigan cleanup

extraction and treatment at a In June 1995, the State of  standards.
groundwater treatment plant. Michigan changed its cleanup

standards, due to legislative The U.S. ER determined that
In September 1993, the U.S. amendments to the Natural three areas continue to present
EPA signed the third ROD  Resources and Environmentathe highest risk to human
selecting Low €mperature  Protection Act. The change inhealth and the environment,
Thermal Desorption (LTD)  the cleanup standards signifi as opposed to the 19 areas
as the cleanup method for  cantly decreased the volume identified in the remedial
contaminated soils and sedi of soils to be treated. Also, thelesign. The three areas pre
ment at the Site. This is the long-term efectiveness of sent risks to human health
ROD that the U.S. ERis LTTD was questioned based through inhalation (breathing
proposing to change. Using aon the fact that contaminated in soil and dust), ingestion
mobile LTTD unit, oganic groundwater could permeate (accidentally swallowing soil)
contaminants would have clean areas during periods of and dermal (through the skin)
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contact. In addition, some of Alternative 1 : Excavation Alternative 2: Excavation
these areas showed signs of and Off-Site Landfilling; and Off-Site Incineration;
stressed or no vegetation, sud\jonjtor Little Bear Creek  Monitor Little Bear Creek
gesting risk to the enviren _pqiimated Cost: $5.6 million-Estimated Cost: $10.4 mil

ment -Estimated Tmeframe: 3 to 6 10N
Samoli q vsis of  Months -Estimated imeframe: 3 to 6
ampling and analysis o months

Little Bear Creek has shown _ o

that contaminant concentra  This alternative involves . o

) : . ....._This alternative is the same
tions may be high enough to excavating three areas within Alt tive 1 (f
present some potential risk. the former Ott/Story produc ?hs emac:vef d,' excepl) of
However this information tion area to remove the € method ot disposal.

was gathered before the oper .. Alternative 2 calls for exca
ation of the on-Site ground threats posed by these SO'IS'vated soils to be incinerated

water extraction and treatment ¢ SO1S Would be disposed o sjte

plant; the plans efect on the of off.S|te m an approvgd

quality of Little Bear Creek landfill. During excavation,

was unknown. The U.S. BP the U.S. ER will monitor

and the MDEQ have deter  dust and any emissions that The U.S. ER will consider

mined that the extraction may be generated; engineerpublic comments received

wells capture contaminated ing controls (work slow during the public comment

Site groundwater before it gown, water sprays, foam  period before choosing a

reaches the creek. This may .., or<) will be used as need final cleanup plan for the

:ﬁlsnlgtnltz \?vi:ﬁgldﬁ?r?g r?;gg?;? ed to insure the protection of Site. All comments received
public health and the envi ~ during the public comment

tmh;:te;moval of creek sed ronment. period will be addressed in a
| document, called a Respon-

- Instead of removing the siveness Summaryhich

ST G A NS ES . 9HC  \will be included in the ROD
Creek sediments and dispos : :

Amendment. At this point,

Based on information from  jhg of them with the soils, the :
initial attempts at TTD US. ER would monitor the the U.S. ER intends to use

implementation, the RD for _ Federal Superfund monies to
the LTTD remedythe FS and quality of the Creek and con .y, ot this cleanup activi
subsequent documents sum flrm.the reduction of cpntam ty. Howeverthe U.S. ER
marizing additional sampling nation. Inthe eventrisks 5y recover these costs at a
and analysis, the U.S. BP ~ posed by the Creek are not |ater date from parties who
evaluated the following two alleviated by the groundwateimay be potentially responsi
alternatives to address the  extraction and treatment sys ple for the contamination at
reduced amount of contami  tem, the U.S. E®Rmay per  the Site.

nated soils and sediment on 5:m additional cleanup

Site. activities in the future.
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Tear along dashed line and send your comments to the U.S. EPA.

Public Comment Sheet

Your input on the U.S. BPProposed Plan for the Ott/Story/Cordova Superfund Site is important. Public com
ments assist the U.S. Elh selecting its final cleanup plan.

You may use the space below to write your comments about the A r&posed Plan. Comments must be
postmarked by June 25, 1997. If you have questions about the comment period, contact Denise Gawlinski a
312-886-9859 or 1-800-621-8431. Those with electronic communication capabilities may submit their com
ments to the U.S. BPvia Internet to: gawlinski.denise@epamail.epa.gov

Name:

Address:

City:

State: Zip:




Ott/Story/Cordova Superfund Site
Public Comment Sheet

Fold on Dashed Lines, Staple, Stamp, and Mail

| |

Name i i
» : Place :
Address | Stamp |
City State | Here |
1 1

Zip Lo -

Denise Gawlinski (P-19J)
Community Involvement Coordinator
Office of Public Afairs

U.S. ER, Region 5

77 \est Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, IL 60604



Evaluation T able

Figure 3
Alternative 1: Off-Site Landfilli % Alternative 2: Off-Site Incinerat-

Total Capital Cost $4,050,000 Total Capital Cost $8,850,000
Annual O&M Cost $100,500 Annual O&M Cost $100,500
Present Worth of O&M $1,550,000 Present Worth of O&M $1,550,000
(includes Creek monitoring) (includes Creek monitoring)

Net Present Worth of Project $5,600,000 Net Present Worth of Project $10,400,000
(30 Years) (30 Years)

. J U J

Both alternatives meet each of the nine evaluating criteria. The U.S. EPA believes that
Alternative 1 may represent the best balance of the nine criteria. As a result, the U.S. EPA
is recommending Alternative 1, excavation and off-Site landfilling with monitoring of Little
Bear Creek. The U.S. EPA believes that the nature of the contaminants and the volume of
soils to be excavated does not make incineration a cost effective alternative.

Evaluation Criteria

The U.S. ER used the following nine criteria to evaluate 5. Shot-Term Effectivenessconsiders the length of time

each alternative. The Evaluatioable (Figure 2) compares heeded to implement an alternative and the risks the alterna

the alternatives to these criteria. tive poses to workers, residents, and the environment during
implementation.

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the

Environmentdetermines whether an alternative eliminates§. Implementability considers the technical and administra

reduces, or controls threats to public health and the envirotive feasibility of implementing the alternative, such as-rela

ment through institutional controls, engineering controls, ofive availability of goods and services.

treatment.
7. Costincludes estimated capital and operation and mainte

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and nance costs, as well as present worth costs. Present worth
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)evaluates whether ~ COSt is the total cost of an alternative over time in terms of
the alternative meets federal and state environmental ~ todays dollars.

statutes, regulations, and other requirements that pertain to

the site or whether a waiver is justified. 8. State Acceptanceonsiders whether the state agrees with

the U.S. ER's analyses and recommendations of the RI/FS
3. Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanenceonsiders ~ and the Proposed Plan.
the ability of an alternative to maintain protection of human
health and the environment over time and the reliability of 9. Community Acceptancewill be addressed in the ROD.

such protection. Community acceptance of the recommended cleanup action
will be evaluated after the public comment period and before
4. Reduction of Contaminant Dxicity, Mobility, or the record of decision is issued. Public comments and the

Volume Through Treatmentevaluates an alternatigeise ~ U.S. ERA responses to those comments will be presented in
of treatment to reduce the harmfuleetts of principal conta the responsiveness summanmich will be attached to the
minants, their ability to move in the environment, and the record of decision.

amount of contamination present.
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f Additional Information

Ott/Story/Cordova Proposed Plan, please write or call the individuals listed below

U.S. EPA Contacts State of Michigan Contact
Denise Gawlinski (P-19J) Dennis Eagle
Community Involvement Coordinator Project Manager
gawlinski.denise@epamail.epa.gov (517) 373-8195

(312) 886-9859 Michigan Department of

Environmental Quality

John Fagiolo (SR-6J) Environmental Response Division

Remedial Project Manager 301 South Capitol
fagiolo.john@epamail.epa.gov PO. Box 30426
(312) 886-0800 Lansing, MI 48909-7926

Toll-Free: 1-800-621-8431
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
77 W\est Jackson Boulevard
Chicago, Illinois 60604

able for review in th&ite information repositoriesat theDalton Township Hall, 1616 E. Riley

the cleanup plan will be based, has also been established\lter Memorial Librar y.

\_

Thompson Road, Daltorownship, and thgvalker Memorial Librar y, 1522 Ruddiman ¥enue, North
Muskegon. ArAdministrative Record file, which contains the information upon which the selection of

~

If you have questions about the information in this fact sheet or would like additional information abg

The Proposed Plan, Community Involvement Plan, fact sheets, and other Site-related informatior are

ut the

avail

J

n Office of Public Affairs (P-19J)
- E PA U.S. EPA Region 5
77 West Jackson Boulevard
\’ Chicago, lllinois 60604



